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We recommend that the City Council start the planning process for the Coyote Valley by:

1. Appointing the members of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) Task Force as
identified in Altachment 1.

2. Directing the City Manager to create a Technical Advisory Committee ol City stalll
and other public agency representatives Lo serve as an advisory body for the Task
Farce.

3. Directing Planning stafT to develop a work plan, including a Request for Proposals for
a land planning consultant team, timeline, and estimated budget for the Coyote Valley
Speeiflic Plan, and to return with recommendations to the City Council within 30
days.

4, Authorizing the Cily Manager, in conjunction with the Mayor’s Office and
Councilmember Williams® office , to select independent consultants to work wilh the
Task Force during the planning process. The consuitants and Cily stall together
should have a broad array of appropriate expertise including urban planning,
architecture, civil engineering, transporlation planning, geotechnical, economics,
environmental, hvdrology, computer support, and public finance and project funding.

Prior to the City Council’s consideration of consultant conlracts, there must be a
completed agreement between the City and the landowners/developers to share the
costs for this planning process.

5. Dirccting the Task Force to use the Vision and Desired Outcomes statements in
Attachment 2 as its direction for developing the Specilic Plan.
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6. Directing the City Manager to begin developing a funding agreement between the
Cily of San Jose and landowners and/or potential developers of the majority of the
developable acreage within Coyole Valley, and return with recommendations to the
City Council no more than 30 days afler the Coyote Valley Specific Plan budget is
approved by the City Council.

7. Directing the Task Force to include the following elements as a part of its review in
preparing the Specific Plan:

Environmental review

Infrastructure analysis and plans

Land use and circulation plans

Public facilities plans

Phasing plans

Financing plans

" & % &4 & a

BACKGROUND

San Jose made smart-growth decisions for Coyote Valley two decades ago for balanced
development that would be benefit San José and the region. The Cily's General Plan has
designated North Coyote Valley for industrial development to ensure a stable economic
base and new jobs, Central Coyote Valley was designated for residential development
after jobs in North Coyote Valley were in place. South Coyote Valley was designated as
a greenbell separating San Jose from Morgan Hill to cusurc open space, not urban sprawl
belween our cities,

The Council also established “triggers” in the General Plan to ensure that industrial
develapment preceded housing development, so that our community would have the
financial resources to support quality public services. These remain sound planning
principles. Balancing jobs, housing, and transportation while preserving open space is
critical as we move forward in Coyote Valley.

In June 2001 the City Council approved the Mayor’s recommendations based on the
Housing Production Team’s report, Twao of the recommendations suggested changing the
Central Coyote Valley Urban Reserve trigger to allow planning for the development of
the Coyote Valley Specific Plan. On November 20, 2001, the City Council adopted a text
amendment to the General Plan (GP01-T-33), which allowed for the preparation of a
Specific Plan for North and Central Coyote Valley to begin.

The City has a long-standing practice of involving the community through the planning
process. As we have done through the SNT process, master plans, and specific plans, the
preparation of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan will involve the stakeholders.

The General Plan recognizes that Coyote Valley is relatively isolated from the rest of San
Jose and future development will need to be in the form of a balanced community




Coyote Valley Specific Plan Initiation
August 16, 2002
Page 3 of 6

with jobs, housing, commercial and community facilities, schools, parks, residential
services, and public transit. The planning for such a “new town”, as required by the
General Plan, should include the North Coyote Valley Campus Industrial Area as a key
job center and the Coyote Valley Urban Reserve as the primary new residential area. The
specific plan should also prescrve the long-standing guidelines previously established by
the Council; these include creating 50,000 jobs and at least 25,000 homes in Coyote
Valley and permanently protecting the greenbelt located in South Coyote Valley. The
creation of affordable housing also should be among the primary objectives that arc
integral to the planning process.

L]
The Specific Plan is a prerequisite to any development in the Coyote Valley Urban
Reserve. Under state law, the Specific Plan process includes the ability to plan land uses
in detail, plan for infrastructure and community service needs, formulate financing and
implementation programs, and phase the implementation of any of the plan elements as '
necessary. The process also requires the participation of affected jurisdictions, properly
owners, developers, and other community and regional stakeholders.

The smart growth principles for Coyote Valley are included in the San Jos¢ 2020 General
Plan. The Specific Plan should follow these principles, including a transit-oriented,
pedestrian-friendly community with ample spaces for recreation. In order to sustain

. long-term economic viability and promote healthy community diversity, the Specific Plan
should provide for a variety of residential densities, To achieve the desired minimum of
25,000 housing units, minimum density should not fall below 10 units per acre and
densities as high as 100 units per acre should be considered. Opportunities for both home
ownership and rental housing should be encouraged.

This Specific Plan will undoubtedly be one of the most ambitious and exciting planning
opportunities ¢ver undertaken in San Jose. It will also be costly to ensure that a complete
and appropriate plan is achieved. State law provides that Specific Plan costs can be
recovered from property owners in affected areas. The Council therefore should direct
staff to prepare an “area of benefit” analysis in order to share and recover costs.

The Coyole Valley Specific Plan will be a critical component of San José’s fulure, and it
is important that we do it right. This inciudes supporting the investment of timme and
tesources, involving all the affected stakeholders, and adhering to our principles of smarl
growth, balanced development, and greenbelt protection. This is the right time to begin
this effort, so that when the development triggers are met in the future, we will be ready
to move forward with a Specific Plan in place that will guide the creation of new
community through exemplary urban design.

COORDINATION

This memo has been coordinated with the City Manager's Office, the Department of
Planning Building and Code Enforcement and the City Attorney’s Office.
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Coyete Valley Specific Plan Task Force Members

The size, composition, and structure of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Task Force
complies with San Jose City Council Policy 6-22 regarding Specific Plans, and it reflects
the many interests of this important area.

We worked diligently to develop a well-balanced Task Force, for its members have a
very serious responsibility to prepare a comprehensive and practical plan for the future of
Coyote Valley., The composition of the Task Force includes the wide range of

=perspectives and interests associated with this area and San Jose. They include elected
ollicials from several public agencies; volunteer commissioners; landowners;
environmental, labor, and business advocates; and future residents and workers of Coyole
Valley, Together they will ensure that the Specific Plan accurately reflects the goals of
our community and the smart growth principles of the 2020 General Plan.

The individual members of the Task Force will receive and make significant investments
of time, training and information to ensure the effectiveness of the Task Force will
accomplish ils mission to create the Coyote Valley Specific Plan. For this reason,
members will nol be permitted lo be represented by alternates. In addition, members who
miss three consecutive meetings will be removed from the Task Foree. It will be critical
for the success of the Task that its members commit to consistent participation in this
clforl.

Mayor Ron Gonzales, Co-Chair
Councilmember Forrest Williams, Co-Chair
Councilmember Pat Dando

Don Gage, Chair, Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors
Chris Platten

Russ Danielson

Helen Chapman

Dan Hancock

9. Terry Walt

10. Steve Scholl, I,

11. Craige Edgerlon

12. Ken Saso

13, Doreen Morgan

14. Jim Cunneen

15, Amy Dean

16. Steve Speno

17. Weil Struthers

18, Gladwyin D’Souza

19. Chuck Butters

20). Eric Carruthers

Uil o L Ll S o
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ATTACHMENT 2

Coyete Valley Specific Plan
Vision and Expected Outcomes

1. The plan will include Central and North Coyote for land planning and will include
South Coyole in the infrastructure financing mechanism only. South Coyote
(Greenbell) is included only to determine financing and other mechanisms to sccure
this as a pcrmanent Greenbelt.

2. The line (Greenline) between Central and South shall not be moved.

3. The line between North and Central could be erased to allow for mixed-use
throughout as long as 25,000 housing units in Central and 50,000 jobs in North
remain as a base. Then, jobs can be added in Central Coyote and housing in North
Coyote to achieve mixed-use or develop a property owner agreement to "trade” jobs
and housing counts to achieve mixed-use goal.

4. The overall development character of North and Central Coyote Valley should be
very urban, pedestrian and transit-oriented community with a mixture of housing
densitics, supportive businesses and services and campus industrial uses.

5. ‘T'he Specific Plan should plan for the extension of light rail and heavy rail into
Central Coyote and use these facilities to orient development.

6. We shall maximize efficient land usage; i.e., the 25,000 units and 50,000 jobs are
both minimums. In North and Central Coyote combined, the total development
potential is at least 50,000 jobs and at least 25,000 housing units. Through the
Specific Plan process we shall determine the distribution of that potential across north
and south, including mixed-use concepts.

7. Tt will be important to distinguish that the 50,000 jobs referenced are primarily
industrial/office jobs, not the additional retail support or public/quasi-public jobs
(e.g., City workers) that must also be accommodated in the Plan area for a vibrant,
mixed-used, urban community.

8. Identify locations for public facilities (libraries, parks, schools, etc.) in the land use
plan as well as include these facilities in the financing plan.

9. North and Mid-Covote should contain a rich system of parks, trails, and recreation
areas,

10. The identification of financing measures for the needed capital improvements fo
support the planned levels of development.
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11. The plan must be financially feasible for private development.

12. The plan must develop trigger mechanisms to ensure that increments of housing may
not move forward until the appropriate number of jobs are constructed in a parallel
timeline to maintain a jobs/housing balance in Coyote Valley.

13. The Task Force should review the potential to utilize “subregions™ of the valley that
will incorporate jobs and housing that can move forward when the subregion has
ability lo finance the approprizte infrastructure. Residential projects will be issued
building permits in parallel with the development of jobs when either the projects are
purely mixed-use in their construction or the jobs and housing arc constructed
simultaneously.

14. The plan should seck mechanisms to facilitate the permanent acquisition of [ec title or
conservation eascments in South Coyole.

15. The plan should allow for the current General Plan budget triggers to be changed to
tripgers based upon the Valley or its subregions' jobs and housing revenues covering
the General Fund cost of services.

The plan shall include a requirement that will mandate 20 percent of all units be “deed-
restricted, below-markel-rate units.”
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] 'To:  Mayor Ron Gonzales and Council Members
| From: Craig K. Breon, Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society
Date: ' August 19, 2002 -
Re:’ Coyote Valley Specific Plan Initiation
'  On behalf of the Santa Clara Valley Avduban Society (SCVAS) and ot nearly 4000

members in Santa Clara County, I want to convey soine thoughts and suggestions related to the
recent meme from the Mayor and Councilman Williams regarding the Coyote Valley Specific

Plan. '
: -ITﬂpk Foree Make-up
._ There are several glaring omissions from the proposed Task Fc;r::;ﬂ list:
* . "First, ione of the four major regional conservation advocacy: ﬁrgani;,-mtiﬁﬁa are .

| represented (SCVAS, Greenbelt Alliance, the Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club, orthe -

Committee for Green Foothills). Three of the four organizations mentioned above did nominate

one or more people for the Task Force, and were in turn recommended by Council members,

. Second, no transportation advocate had been recommended.

- Third, no affordable housing builder or advocacy organization has been recommended
{although I would acknowledge that Amy Dean works on housing issues). = s
;|| Fourth, no representative of the wider region impacted by Coyoté Valley development .

 has been recommended (e.g. San Benito, Santa Cruz, and/or Monlerey counties). This despite -
‘the fact that the existing environmental documentation for Coyote Valley development clearly
.| shows significant impacts over a wide region and the Mayor has made extensive statements in
~(he past about wanting to promole regional cooperation. i :
. In short, the Task Force as proposed is unbalanced and leaves major gaps in
representation, | hope the Council members will discuss and remedy this. = -

| Attachment 2, Clause 15

w11 It is inappropriate to predetermine how the triggers for Caoyote Valley development

| should be changed. [t may be that the triggers should be changed, but thar should occur-as part
of the recommendations of the Task Force (a balanced Task Force) after' due deliberation. The
proposed change essentially separates Coyote Valley development from the remainder of the
City, dropping two of the triggers (fiscal fiealth and level of service) that have been in place since
the early 30’s. Just as the Mayor likes to point out that Coyote Valley has been planned for
development since the 80's, so have those triggers been in place for many years, and they.
| shouldn’t be dropped without any debate based on a single mema with no other analysis and one
|'day’s notice to the public. Again, I acknowiedge that changed ¢ircumstances may warrant
changes in the triggers, but the Mayor shouldsi’t presuppose what those changes should be

without debate or analysis. I would recommend wording such as;

22221 McClellan Boad, Cuperting, CA 95014 = Phone: 403-252-.3?47 * Fax: :108—152-28_50_ .
' e-mail: sePASEsCVaS-OLE * - www.5CVas.0Tg o
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“The Task Force should consider the development Iriggers currently in place

for Coyote Valley and bring forth a recommendation as to whether those

triggers are appropriate, and if not, how they should be amended.”
To provide a practical example, it may be that new triggers should include links to the
development of regional transit infrastructure (light and heavy rail etc). I can’t recommend that
specific trigger, because I haven't done any analysis on its ramifications. My point is that the
Mayor hasn't done that analysis either, and thus shouldn’t prejudge the situation.

The Sonth Almaden Valley Urban Reserve (SAVUR)

As has been previously pointed out by SCVAS, the Sierra Club, and Greenbelt Alliance,
the Coyote Valley Specific Plan provides perhaps the best opportunity to investigate weather a
transferable development rights mechanism might be available to ameliorate the currently
abysmal plan for opening SAVUR.

As you likely know, SAVUR represents the dumbest growth (as opposed to “Smart
Growth™) left in the City of San Jose:

. It is planned for only 2000 units on 1000 acres, thus leading to near zero affordable
housing and a tremendous waste of land.

» There are no jobs in that area of the city.

. There is no viable public transit in that area of the city.

v To fully connect SAVUR to Coyote Valley would require great disruption to some of the
more sensitive habitats in the region.

By any test of smart growth, SAVUR fails. Any change to those plans should consider

compensating landowners for their development rights, and moving those rights elsewhere, such

as Cayote Valley,

Councilwoman Lezotte previously brought up this issue to the Council. At that time, the
Mayor said that the issue was appropriate to take up at the time the parameters for the Coyote
Valley Specific Plan were developed. That time is now.

I am not asking that the Council adopt such a plan without investigation, but rather that
now is the ime to look into this idea. If this opportunity is lost, it will likely never come again.

| Thank you for considering these comments. If you have any questions, I can be reached
at 408-252-3743.

Sincerely,

M /58@-)—3
Craig K. Breon
Executive Director

TOTAL P.B2
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Memerandim -

' |To:  Mayor Ron Gonzales and Council Members _
- {From: Craig K. Breon, Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society
Re:’ Coyote. Valley Specific Plan Initiation

. (Plan.
“Task Force Make-up

i _"i_']'ltfllﬂ are several glaring omissions from the proposed Task Force list:

. Second, no transportation advocate had been recornmended-

| {althiough I would acknow]edge that Amy Dean works on housing issues).

. the-past about wanting to promote regicnal cooperation.

|' representation. [ hope the Council members will discuss-and remedy this.

. Attachment 2, Clanse 15

=

+ without debate or analysis. [ would recornmend wording such-as,”
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. the fact thalt the existing environmental documentation for Cayote Valley developme
shows significant impacts over a-wide region and the Mayor has made extensive statementsin

s inshort, the Task Force as proposed is unbalanced and leaves ma.jbr'g_apﬁ'ili-i

|+ - Onehalf of the Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society (SCVAS) 2nd otir nearly 4000
members in Santa Clara County, 1 want to convey some thonghts and ‘suggestions related to the
recent memo from the Mayor and Councilman Williams regarding the Coyote Valley Specific

« . Farst; nope of the four major regional conservation advocacy organizations are ..
 represented (SCVAS, Greenbelt Alliancé, the Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club, or the'
Cammittes for Green Foothills). Three of the four organizations mentioned above did nominate
one or inore people for the Task Force, and were in turn recommended by Council members. .

e ' Third, no affordable housing builder or advocacy -organization, has E&n-m@mquﬂeﬂ
« . Fourth,no representative of the wider region impacted by Coyote. Valley development -

has been recommended (e.g. San Benito, Santa Cruz, and/or Monterey counties). This despite - B
] it clearly

*

]

- tis ineppropriate to predetermings bow the trigzers for Coyote Valley developmeat |

' ghould be changed. It may be that the nggers should be changed, but that should occur-as part

of the recommendations of the Task Force (a balanced Task Force) after due deliberation. The

‘proposed change essentally separates Coyote Valley development from the remainder of the

 'City; dropping two of the triggers (fiscal ) ealth and Jevel of service) that have:been in place since”
the early 90's. Just as the Mayor likes to point out that Cayote Valley has been plannedfor .

* development since the 80's, so have thoss triggers been in place for many years, and they: .

+ shouldn't be dropped withoutany deliate based on a single memo with.no other analysis and one

| day’smolice to the public. Ajgain, T acknowledge that changed circumstantes may wareant '
. changesin the triggers, but the Mayor shouldn't presuppose What those chariges should be
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“The Task Force should consider the development triggers currently in place
for Coyote Valley and bring forth a recommendation as to whether those
triggers are appropriate, and if not, how they should be amended.”
To provide a practical example, it may be that new triggers should include links to the
development of regional transit infrastructure (light and heavy rail etc). 1 can’t recommend that
specific trigger, because I haven't done any analysis on its ramifications. My point is that the
Mayor hasn't done that analysis either, and thus shouldn’t prejudge the situation.

The South Almaden Valley Urban Reserve (SAVUR)

As has been previously pointed out by SCVAS, the Sierra Club, and Greenbelt Alliance,
the Coyaote Valley Specific Plan provides perhaps the best opportunity to investigate weather a
transferable development rights mechanism might be available to ameliorate the currently
abysmal plan for opening SAVUR.
Asyou likely know, SAVUR represents the dumbest growth (as opposed to “Smart
Growth™) left in the City of San Jose:
. Itis planned for only 2000 units on 1000 acres, thus leading 1o near zero affordable
housing and a tremendous waste of land.
. There are no jobs in that area of the city.
. There is no viable public transit ia that area of the cily.
¢ To fully connect SAVUR to Coyote Valley would require great disruption to some of the
more sensitive habitats in the region.
By any test of smart growth, SAVUR fails. Any change to those plans should consider
compensating Jandowners for their development rights, and moving those rights clsewhere, such
as Coyote Valley.

Councilwoman Lezotte previously brought up this issue to the Council. At that time, the
Mayor said that the issue was appropriate to take up at the time the parameters for the Coyole
Valley Specific Plan were developed. That time is now.

I am not asking that the Council adopt such a plan without investigation, but rather that
now is the time to look into this idea. If this opportunity is lost, it will likely never come again.

Thank you for considering these comments. If you have any questions, I can be reached
at 408-252-3748.

Executive Director
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